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We believe that the twin questions of whether self-report based estimates of energy intake (EI) and physical activity energy expenditure (PAEE) have sufficient validity to merit use in scientific research or should simply be abandoned are important ones that, for too long have been the elephant in the room. Therefore, we are delighted that Dr Frazier-Wood and Dr Satija and colleagues have come to the table to engage in scholarly dialogue on this topic. Here, we address the points they raise.
Dr Frazier-Wood endorses our remarks and we thank her. Dr Satija and colleagues state that 'Although improvement in diet and physical activity assessment is a worthy pursuit, the proposal to abandon validated (emphasis added) and informative self-reported tools is misleading and non-constructive.' This statement is based on the false premise that we are suggesting abandoning validated tools. On the contrary, we are suggesting abandoning invalidated tools.
Dr Satija and colleagues critique objective methods of assessment for their high cost and inconvenience. We agree that these measures have limitations, which we also have acknowledged in the original article. Nevertheless, these limitations do not negate our point that self-report based estimates of EI and PAEE are invalid. The (presumed) fact that there is no alternative to self-report based measures of EI and PAEE does not make self-report based measures of EI and PAEE any more valid. As the title of our article indicated, something is not always better than nothing.
Concerning their third point, Dr Satija and colleagues discussed alternative uses for self-reported EI unrelated to its use as a surrogate of actual intake. Although questions of the validity of self-report for other outcomes and exposures are still outstanding, their points about other uses of self-reported EI are tangential to the purpose of our paper: 'the use of decidedly inaccurate instruments to accurately measure EI or PAEE needs to be discontinued.' Regardless, they argue that self-reported EI is useful for estimating constructs like self-reported nutrient density. They support this contention by pointing to a study 1 in which a selfreported measure of protein intake only shares about 8% of its variance with the 'gold standard' intake determined by biomarker recovery, but when protein density was considered, the amount of shared variance increases to roughly 17%. We concede that this is a numerical improvement, but it is unclear whether it is an important scientific improvement. They further support self-report by noting, that asking individuals what they eat in one way (food frequency questionnaires) is highly correlated with asking individuals what they eat in another way (diet records). Checking one subjective method against another subjective method may yield reproducible results, but that does not imply accuracy or subsequent validity-errors may be correlated.
Finally, Dr Satija and colleagues state that self-report 'methods have been instrumental in adding to knowledge on the relation of diet to health, and informing timely policy that has averted preventable death and disability'. Our reply to this point is, as the barristers say, 'Objection. Assumes facts not in evidence. ' We would very much like to be wrong in our statements that self-report based measures of EI and PAEE are not sufficiently valid for use in scientific research about actual EI and PAEE expenditure. Yet, to our disappointment, neither Dr Satija and colleagues nor decades of research have persuaded us that we are wrong.
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